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There i s  genera l  r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  t h e  need f o r  deve lop ing  c o u n t r i e s  
t o  i nc rease  t h e i r  research  c a p a b i l i t y  i f  t hey  a r e  t o  make con t inued  
progress.  Evidence o f  t h i s  i s  perhaps most d r a m a t i c a l l y  i l l u s t r a t e d  
i n  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  s e c t o r  where p r o j e c t i o n s  o f  supp ly  and demand i n  t h i s  
decade i n d i c a t e  most deve lop ing  c o u n t r i e s  need t o  i nc rease  y i e l d  l e v e l s  
by h i ghe r  r a t e s  o f  growth than  have ever  been ach ieved b e f o r e  on a  
sus ta ined  bas i s .  
F o r t u n a t e l y  t h e r e  i s  ev idence t h a t  deve lop ing  c o u n t r i e s  a r e  
responding by i n c r e a s i n g  resources devoted t o  research . *  Some c o u n t r i e s  
have made s u b s t a n t i a l  p rogress  i n  es tab l  i sh ing  a  s t r o n g  n a t i o n a l  
research  capac i t y .  Th i s  i s  e s s e n t i a l  s i n c e  s t u d i e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
deve lop ing  c o u n t r i e s  need t o  develop t h e i r  own research  capabi  1 i ty  
before t hey  can e f f e c t i v e l y  draw upon and u t i l i z e  e x t e r n a l  research .  
However, t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  and t o t a l  r esou rce  base o f  many deve lop ing  
c o u n t r i e s  i s  t o o  smal l  t o  j u s t i f y  o r  a l l o w  s u f f i c i e n t  resources t o  be 
devoted t o  mount ing comprehensive research  programs i n a1 1  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  
sec to r s  and problems of these  c o u n t r i e s .  N e a r l y  50 deve lop ing  c o u n t r i e s  
*See Resource A1 l o c a t i o n  t o  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research (Dan ie l s  and Nes te l  eds.) 
IDRC 182e, 1981 . 
have a  p o p u l a t i o n  o f  l e s s  than one m i l l i o n  and a lmost  t w i c e  t h a t  
number have a  popu la t i on  o f  l e s s  t han  f i v e  m i l l i o n  people.  Even i f  
research and development expend i tu res  cou ld  reach t h e  i n d u s t r i a l  c o u n t r i e s  
l e v e l s  o f  up t o  2%; t o t a l  research resources i n  many of t hese  c o u n t r i e s  
a re  go ing t o  be concentrated i n  o n l y  a  few areas o r  ve ry  t h i n l y  d ispersed  
over  a  w ider  area. Th is  s i t u a t i o n  i s  even more acu te  f o r  t h e  many 
i n d i v i d u a l  research  i n s t i t u t i o n s  which l a c k  t h e  human and f i n a n c i a l  
resources necessary t o  undertake a l l  o f  t h e  research r e q u i r e d  by t h e i r  
coun t ry  i n  any one area. C l e a r l y  a  s t r ong  case can be made t h a t  t h e  
research resources o f  a  w ider  community o f  s c i e n t i s t s  than  can be found 
i n  any one i n s t i t u t i o n  and n a t i o n a l  program must be harnessed and 
e f f i c i e n t l y  coord inated.  
Fo r tuna te l y  t h i s  has been happening and more c ross-coun t ry  
c o l l a b o r a t i v e  research i s  be ing developed. The i n c r e a s i n g  number o f  r eg iona l  
o r  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  research cen t res  a r e  p l a y i n g  a  key r o l e  i n  promot ing t h i s  
c o l l a b o r a t i o n .  The most advanced and organized area i s  i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
research where, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  a  number o f  r e g i o n a l  research cent res,  
a  mu l t i -donor  consor t ium e n t i t l e d  t h e  Consu l t a t i ve  Group on I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research (CGIAR) i s  p r o v i d i n g  i n  excess o f  $150 m i l l i o n  t o  
12 i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  research cen t res  and programs i n  1981. 
However t h e  ex i s tence  o f  a  r e g i o n a l  o r  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  c e n t r e  i s  n o t  
e s s e n t i a l  i n  develop ing c o l l a b o r a t i v e  research  programs and t h e  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  
Development Research Centre (IDRC) has supported a  number of networks 
which l i n k  o n l y  n a t i o n a l  research  cen t res .  
This paper will outline some of IDRC's ac t iv i t i e s  and 
experience in supporting networks of sc ient i s t s  working on common problems. 
The IDRC was established in 1970 by the Parliament of Canada 
as an autonomous public corporation t o  stimulate and support research 
for the benefit of developing countries. An international Board of 
Governors i s  responsible for approving grants primarily t o  sc ient i s t s  
in developing countries. I t  had committed $213 mil 1 ion in support of 
1236 research projects by December 1981. 
I t  i s  estimated that more than 40% of IDRC funds have been used 
t o  increase cooperation and coordination of research by building research 
networks between developing countries both within regions and globally. 
While IDRC i s  prepared to support individual research projects involving 
only one research institution', i t  feels  there are significant advantages 
in encouraging greater collaboration in research ac t iv i t i e s  between 
inst i tut ions and countries in developing regions. A number of reasons 
for  I D R C  ' s  encouragement of coll aborative research can be identified. 
Scient is ts  in developing countries often work in small 
research inst i tut ions with limited library f a c i l i t i e s  or opportunities 
to  travel and exchange ideas with other sc ient i s t s  in the i r  own f ield 
of interest .  The main external contacts of these sc ient i s t s  has often 
been with sc ient i s t s  in the industrial countries where they received 
their  post-graduate training rather than with the i r  peers in other 
developing countries w h o  are  working on s imilar  problems and facing 
s imilar  cons t ra in t s .  Greater in teract ion with t h e i r  developing 
countries col leagues i s  needed t o  evolve new method01 ogi es appropriate 
fo r  a t h i rd  world environment ra ther  than the  models and approaches 
developed in the industr ia l  countries.  Providing opportunit ies fo r  more 
coll  aboration between developing country s c i e n t i s t s  a1 1 ows f o r  peer 
t ra ining from s c i e n t i s t s  a t  d i f f e r en t  levels  of development. I t  provides 
c r ed ib i l i t y  and confidence t o  the work of the  often isola ted individual 
s c i e n t i s t  working i n  any one i n s t i t u t i on .  Individual i n s t i t u t i ons  and 
even countries often lack a c r i t i c a l  mass of exper t ise  in any one 
f i e l d  t o  be able t o  devote su f f i c i en t  resources t o  ensure posi t ive  
research achievements within a reasonable time frame. 
While there a re  many advantages t o  promoting more col laborat ive  
research, there  does not appear t o  be any one model which i s  appropriate 
in d i f fe ren t  f i e l d s  and IDRC has been very f l ex ib l e  i n  the  types of 
networks i t  has supported. As networks a r e  developed and defined by 
s c i e n t i s t s  from many d i f f e r en t  d i sc ip l ines ,  sec tors  and regions, each 
network has i t s  own unique features .  
I n  a recent study carried o u t  on IDRCrsupported networks, 
the authors defined a network very broadly as an interconnected or 
interrelated system,* Twelve networks exhibiting a wide diversity i n  
structure were examined (see Table I ) ,  However there are certain 
characteristics which are common t o  most networks and evidence t h a t  
some guidelines for developing an effective research network can be 
devel oped. 
The size of research networks supported by IDRC range from 
small single projects closely linking several institutions t o  larger, 
usually more informally, linked networks with more t h a n  50 research 
projects. One smaller network i s  a project in Asia linking eight research 
institutions with a total contribution by IDRC of approximately $200,000 
with the recipient institutions providing probably an equivalent amount 
in terms of fac i l i t i es  and salary and wages. The largest network 
supported by the Centre has involved more t h a n  60 projects on cassava 
research, ranging in cost from under $5,000 to over one mill ion developed 
over a 10 year period. IDRC support exceeded $7 mill ion and the research 
institutions involved provided probably a t  least as much from their own 
resources . 
Research networks supported by IDRC appear t o  fa l l  mainly 
i n t o  two broad types. The f i r s t  type i s  a "horizontal" network in which 
a number of researchers from different countries work within one project 
*Much of the analysis and comments in the res t  of th is  paper are drawn 
from this inhouse study carried out by B. Nestel, J .  Hanchanlash and 
H. Tono, 
on t h e  same problem, sometimes w i t h i n  one p r o j e c t  o r  on a  number of 
separate  b u t  s i m i l a r  p r o j e c t s .  U s u a l l y  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  research  teams 
have a  s i m i l a r  d i s c i p l i n a r y  composi t ion,  and s i m i l a r  o r  i d e n t i c a l  
research o b j e c t i v e s  and methodology. An example would be a  number o f  
research  p r o j e c t s  a l l  examining urban t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  o r  s i t e s  and se rv i ces  
housing programs i n  d i f f e r e n t  c i t i e s .  
A second t y p e  cou ld  be c a l l e d  a  " v e r t i c a l "  network i n v o l v i n g  
a  number o f  q u i t e  separa te  p r o j e c t s  i n  d i f f e r e n t  c o u n t r i e s ,  a l l  o f  
which a r e  work ing on d i f f e r e n t  aspects  o f  a  common s u b j e c t  such as 
development o f  a  s p e c i f i c  c rop .  
The t y p e  o f  network chosen appears t o  be s t r o n g l y  i n f l u e n c e d  
by t h e  f i e l d  o f  research and t he  s i z e  o f  t h e  r esea rch  resources a v a i l a b l e  
i n  each f i e l d  o r  sec to r .  Thus t h e r e  i s  u s u a l l y  a  l a r g e  and d i v e r s i f i e d  
pool  o f  a g r i c u l t u r a l  s c i e n t i s t s  work ing  w i t h i n  most c o u n t r i e s  and a  
w e l l  e s t a b l i s h e d  system o f  r e g i o n a l  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
research  cen t res  which can p r o v i d e  l i n k i n g  se rv i ces .  These s c i e n t i s t s  
tend t o  evo lve  v e r t i c a l l y  i n t e g r a t e d  networks w i t h  r esea rch  teams work ing  
on d i f f e r e n t  aspects  o f  one c r o p  such as t h e  breeding,  entomolog ica l  o r  
agronomic requi rements  o f  one crop.  
I n  c o n t r a s t ,  s o c i a l  sc ience  researchers  have u s u a l l y  been 
l i n k e d  i n  a  h o r i z o n t a l  network,  To some e x t e n t  t h i s  i s  due t o  t h e  
l i m i t e d  number o f  s c i e n t i s t s  i n  one i n s t i t u t i o n  who c o u l d  address any one 
i s sue  i n  depth; t o  t h e  l o c a t i o n  s p e c i f i c  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  sc ience 
research and t he  need t o  c a r r y  o u t  comparat ive case s tud ies  t o  determine 
causa t i ve  v a r i a b l e s .  
De f in ing  Network Research Programs 
D i f f e ren t  methods have been used t o  develop networks. Some 
networks have developed by an e v o l u t i o n a r y  process i n  which research 
i n s t i t u t i o n s  develop independent p r o j e c t s  which b u i l d  on o r  r e l a t e  t o  
research p r o j e c t s  i n  o t h e r  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  Exchange o f  ideas i s  f a c i l  i t a t e d  
through workshops, t r a v e l  o r  p u b l i c a t i o n s  u n t i l  t h e r e  i s  a  c l o s e  work ing 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between research i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  t h e  same f i e l d .  
IDRC has a l s o  f r e q u e n t l y  used a more formal  approach i n  
which i t  has i n v i t e d  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  a  common research i s sue  
t o  an i n i t i a l  p lann ing  meet ing which i s  c a l l e d  a p r o j e c t  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
meet ing. T h i s  f r equen t l y  i n v o l v e s  t he  p a r t i c i p a n t s  beg inn ing  by 
i d e n t i f y i n g  research p r i o r i t i e s  i n  a  f i e l d  before s p e c i f i c  p r o j e c t s  
a r e  discussed. I n  t h i s  case, t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  a r e  u s u a l l y  d i r e c t o r s  of 
research who have the  b read th  o f  exper ience and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  
i d e n t i f y i n g  o r  a t  l e a s t  r e f l e c t i n g  n a t i o n a l  research  p r i o r i t i e s .  If i t  
i s  a  new area o f  research o r  i s  l i k e l y  t o  i n v o l v e  comparat ive research,  
a  second meet ing may be h e l d  t o  d e f i n e  a common methodology b e f o r e  any 
research work begins. 
Coordinating Research Networks 
The most c r i t i ca l ly  important feature of a network, and the 
area where most problems are encountered, centres on the coordination 
of research carried out in different  locations and ins t i tu t ions .  I t  i s  
also an expensive act ivi ty  with coordination costs absorbing as much as 
40% of the cost of IDRC's contribution. Assuming IDRC's share of 
research networks i t  has supported i s  approximately half of the total  
costs,  coordination can s t i l l  represent up  t o  a f i f t h  of a l l  research 
costs. 
One niechani sm used to provide overall guidance and monitoring 
of netwo,rk research i s  an Advisory Committee which usually consists of 
one representative from each participating research ins t i tu t ion .  In 
some cases, i t  has proven useful to  -invite distinguished sc ien t i s t s  not 
associated with the projects to par t ic ipate  as disinterested resource 
persons. Normally these corr~mittees meet only once a year t o  review 
research progress in each ins t i tu t ion  and to  suggest modifications where 
necessary. 
While an advisory or review committee may be useful in 
providing a periodic overview by the participating ins t i tu t ions ,  my 
experience i s  tha t  the most c r i t i ca l  factor ,  especially in larger networks, 
i s  some means of regular contact with a l l  network participants by a 
coordinator. As stated ea r l i e r ,  t h i s  i s  both a time-consuming and 
expensive component of a network but the essence of a network i s  some 
form of ongoing collaboration. I t  appears th is  can only be done 
effectively by regular v i s i t s  to  a l l  network inst i tut ions where a 
coordinator spends time going over the research and administrative 
aspects of each project and becomes thoroughly familiar with the overall 
research program. The coordinator i s  then in a good position to  
+dentify and s e t  u p  exchanges of sc ient i s t s ,  arrange training courses 
and s e t  u p  meetings. 
The person chosen as a network coordinator may work on a 
ful l  or part  time basis and should be an experienced sc ien t i s t  respected 
by the participating inst i tut ions.  In sollie I D R C  networks a coordinator 
has been hired on a contract basis. However, i t  i s  probably preferrable 
t o  select  a permanent s taff  ~llelr~ber of one of the participating 
inst i tut ions as th i s  can be a valuable learning experience for  the 
individual and develops the personal contacts between sc ient i s t s  so 
important to ongoing collaboration. This can lead to complications i f  
the individual i s  not generally respected or does not give equal 
attention to  a l l  inst i tut ions.  The selection, terms of reference and 
briefing of the coordinator i s  probably the single most important 
element in creating a viable network. The coordinator must be prepared 
to work hard to win the respect and confidence of national sc i en t i s t s ,  
t o  be able to  push and guide research teams t o  improve the i r  performance 
and to undertake a good deal of administrative work such as circulating 
material , preparing meetings. 
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Common Research Linking Mechanisms 
IDRC-supported networks have used a large  number of linking 
mechani sins including exchange of s c i e n t i s t s ,  study tours ,  j o in t  t ra ining 
programs, publications and advisory committee meetings o r  workshops t o  
present or disseminate research r e su l t s .  I t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  be able t o  
assess which linking mechanisms a r e  most e f fec t ive  but our experience 
indicates some a re  more e f fec t ive .  Exchanging s c i e n t i s t s  or  promoting 
study tours of s c i e n t i s t s  t o  other i n s t i t u t i ons  has generally been 
considered very worthwhile by those involved, par t i cu la r ly  i f  the 
s c i e n t i s t  comes from a weaker i n s t i t u t i o n .  One advantage of such 
exchange i s  t h a t  v i s i t i ng  s c i e n t i s t s  can see how much worthwile research 
can be carr ied out without the  complex equipment and f a c i l i t i e s  they 
may have seen in the industr ia l  countries and feel  they need. 
One advantage tha t  networks c lea r ly  have over individual projects  
i s  t h a t  they b r i n g  together enough s c i e n t i s t s  in  one f i e l d  t o  j u s t i f y  
se t t ing  up special t ra ining courses. The personal contacts established 
during these courses and the  kind of pract ical  research s k i l l s  t ha t  
these courses often eniphasize r e s u l t s  in group t ra in ing  having a very high 
return in the  opinion of many network par t ic ipants .  
Consultants may be useful in  drawing on addit ional  expert ise.  
If  consultants a r e  used, we've found t h a t  they can be much more e f fec t ive  
i f  one consultant can be used t o  advise a number of projects  or the 
same person i s  sen t  back t o  these p r o j e c t s  i f  subsequent v i s i t s  a re  
needed. Th is  a l lows bo th  t he  c o n s u l t a n t  and the  p r o j e c t  teams t o  
become fanii l i a r  w i t h  each o the r  and t h e  consu l t an t  can a l s o  perform 
a network l i n k i n g  r o l e .  Th is  l i n k i n g  e f f e c t  can be strengthened i f  t h e  
consu l t an t  i s  drawn from one o f  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  
One d i f f i c u l t y  faced by many research  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i s  t h e  
l a c k  o f  adequate l i b r a r y  and documentation serv ices .  Research 
i n s t i t u t i o n s  may n o t  even exchange o r  have access t o  t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n s  
of s i m i l a r  i n s t i t ~ ~ t u i o n s  i n  t h e  same coun t r y  o r  r eg ion .  A f o r m a l l y  
es tab l i shed  research network can a l l e v i a t e  some o f  t h i s  problem by  
exchanging a1 1 publ  i ca t i ons  o r  by drawing on one c e n t r a l  documentation 
cen t re .  The I D R C  has supported t h e  development o f  11 s p e c i a l i z e d  
i n fo rma t i on  cen t res  (S IC ' s )  which c i r c u l a t e  a b s t r a c t s  of new publ  i c a t i o n s ,  
Xerox a r t i c l e s  f o r  c i r c u l a t i o n .  These S I C ' S  a r e  u s u a l l y  nar rowly  
focused on one commodity o r  s u b j e c t  such as cassava o r  fer rocement .  
However i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  e s t a b l i s h  such an i n f o r m a t i o n  s e r v i c e  unless 
t h e r e  i s  an i n t e r n a t i o n a l  o r  r e g i o n a l  c e n t r e  which has bo th  t h e  resources 
and mandate t o  s e r v i c e  a number o f  i n d i v i d u a l  c o u n t r i e s .  Thus t h e  SIC's  
I D R C  has supported have been l oca ted  a t  "cen t res  o f  exce l lence"  such as 
t h e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  research  cen t res .  
An impor tan t  f e a t u r e  o f  most research  networks i s  t o  promote 
exchange of research  f i n d i n g s  and most IDRC?supported networks use 
f requent  workshops and workshop publ i c a t i o n s  as a means o f  exchanging 
in fo rmat ion .  These workshops tend  t o  be smal l  work ing meetings o f  
15 to  30 people in which a l l  participants contribute by preparing 
papers, chairing a session or acting as discussion opener or rapporteur. 
These workshops are sonietimes l i t t l e  more than an annual meeting of 
network leaders a t  which project progress and research findings are  discussed. 
They may however present research papers or State-of-the-Art reviews 
which are then published. 
Some workshops draw in pol icy-making individual s or 
pub1 ications are specifical ly tailored t o  inform pol icy-makers of research 
results which should be incorporated in development programs. 
Publications often have a large print-run of over 3000 copies and every 
ef for t  i s  made to circulate  them widely. The existence of a network 
provides greater assurance t h a t  publications get circulated to appropriate 
individuals b u t ,  even with a network, the distribution of publications 
with large print-runs may s t i l l  miss many of the most appropriate recipients. 
The dissemination of sc ient i f ic  publications i s  an area which requires 
considerably more study. 
As stated ea r l i e r ,  none of the network types or linking mechanisms 
used appears t o  have any inherent advantages over a l l  others. However 
interviews with IDRC program s taf f  and project leaders in networks did 
suggest certain recurring d i f f i cu l t i e s .  Global research networks linked 
the largest number of researchers in a common f i e ld  b u t  sometimes 
encountered d i f f icu l t ies  of coordination, greater travel costs and sometimes 
very different objectives and research environments. There i s  a greater 
liklihood t ha t  one region will  dominate or be much fur ther  advanced 
i n  the qual i ty  or sophist ication of i t s  research. As a r e s u l t ,  regional 
networks which involve fewer differences in environment and level of 
research capabil i t y  may be more e f fec t ive  par t i cu la r ly  in t he  social  
sciences. Networks which gradually evolve as more i n s t i t u t i ons  begin 
t o  collaborate allow a network t o  build slowly and only add ins t i tu t ions  
when t hey ' r e  prepared t o  contribute.  I t  does c rea te  a danger however 
t ha t  the d i f fe ren t  research a c t i v i t i e s  wi l l  not complement each other 
as e f fec t ive ly  as they could i f  the re  was j o in t  planning of research 
projects.  
Horizontal networks in  which research par t ic ipants  define a 
common methodology t o  f a c i l i t a t e  comparability of r e s u l t s  can require 
a l o t  of time t o  develop t h i s  methodology. I f  the  d i f fe ren t  par t ic ipants  
t r y  t o  produce a coniprehensive repor t ,  the delays i n  completing one 
section can slow down the work of a l l  pa r t i c ipan ts .  
In some cases, networks were designed t o  have a limited l i f e  
and formal collaboration was dissolved a f t e r  a study was completed. In 
most cases,  however, the  i n s t i t u t i ons  have wanted t o  continue collaborating.  
In the l a t t e r  case, the costs  and e f f o r t  required t o  maintain l inks  can 
become a constraining fac tor .  Research i n s t i t u t i ons  often lack the 
resources t o  pay f o r  linking mechanisms such as  regular meetings, 
publications. Unless there  i s  a logical coordinating i n s t i t u t i on  such 
as a regional o r  international  research centre ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  
s e l ec t  one i n s t i t u t i on  t o  carry t h i s  burden alone. Thus  the  intended 
permanence o f  a  network should be addressed a t  an e a r l y  s tage  o f  
d e f i n i t i o n  and t h e  f i n a n c i a l  and c o o r d i n a t i n g  requi rements of a  network 
should be p e r i o d i c a l l y  reviewed. 
The most s i g n i f i c a n t  disadvantage o f  c o l l a b o r a t i v e  research 
programs a r e  undoubtedly t h e  c o s t  i n  f i n a n c i a l  and human resources 
r e q u i r e d  t o  p lan,  o rgan ize  and m a i n t a i n  a  network.  P a r t i c i p a n t s  should 
s e r i o u s l y  examine whether t h i s  e f f o r t  i s  j u s t i f i e d  i n  terms o f  t h e  
expected b e n e f i t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  t h e  network i s  expected t o  have a  
s h o r t  l i f e t i m e .  
One example o f  a  network supported by IDRC i n  t h e  Near East 
and No r th  A f r i c a  i s  t h e  food legumes network o f  p r o j e c t s .  The r e l a t i v e  
neg lec t  u n t i l  r e c e n t l y  o f  food legume research  co~ l~pared  t o  t h e  major  
ce rea l s  i s  p robab ly  p a r t l y  r espons ib l e  f o r  t h e  much f a s t e r  inc rease  i n  
ce rea l  p roduc t i on  t han  i n  t h e  p roduc t i on  o f  food  legumes. Per c a p i t a  
legume p roduc t i on  i n  As ia  and A f r i c a  has d e c l i n e d  i n  t h e  l a s t  20 years  
suggest ing t h a t  t h e  n u t r i t i o n a l  q u a l i t y  o f  t h e  d i e t  o f  t h e  poores t  
peoples may be d e t e r i o r a t i n g .  Thus IDRC has encouraged research t o  
develop legumes capable o f  g i v i n g  h i g h e r  y i e l d s  and improved n u t r i t i o n a l  
q u a l i t y  i n  t h e  semi -a r id  t r o p i c s .  Food legume research  netwo,rks have 
been es tab l i shed  i n  A f r i c a  and Asia.  The network i n  t h e  Near East and 
Nor th  A f r i c a  has expanded s i nce  t he  es tab l i shment  i n  1976 o f  t h e  
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Centre f o r  A g r i c u l t u r a l  Research i n  Dry Areas (ICARDA). 
IDRC has p rov ided  c o n t i n u i n g  suppor t  t o  t h e  food legume program a t  
ICARDA s ince  i t s  incept ion .  I n  a d d i t i o n  I D R C  i s  p rov id ing  support f o r  
s i x  na t i ona l  food legume research p r o j e c t s  i n  A lge r ia ,  Egypt, Pakistan, 
Sudan, S y r i a  and Turkey. 
The general o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  research network i s  t o  iniprove 
food legume product ion  i n  t h e  reg ion  by development o f  improved 
cu l  t i v a r s  and appropr ia te  agronomic p rac t i ces .  The s p e c i f i c  ob jec t i ves  
o f  each i n d i v i d u a l  program i n  t h e  network emphasizes the  l o c a l l y  
iniportant legumes and t h e i r  product ion c o n s t r a i n t s .  
Each o f  these s i x  na t i ona l  programs operates independently.  
The i r  ob jec t i ves  and p r i o r i t i e s  a re  determined l o c a l l y .  The foca l  
p o i n t  o f  the  network i s  the  Regional Pulse Improvement Program a t  ICARDA. 
ICARDA prov ides t h e  na t i ona l  programs w i t h  germplasm, en t r i es ,  
e l i t e  ma te r i a l  and segregat ing popu la t ions .  I t  a1 so prov ides techn ica l  
support i n  terms o f  methodologies, t r a i n i n g  and i n fo rma t ion  exchange. 
Nat ional  programs provides ICARDA w i t h  1  ocal germplasm, off-season 
nurser ies  and s i t e - s p e c i f i c  research data. 
